This trial describes effects of scalp cooling on hair protection (HP) and regrowth (HR) in breast cancer patients \[[@bib1]\].

The authors did not describe the rationality of using 2:1 instead of 1:1 randomization. The 2:1 randomization needs higher sample size and reduces validity. The ratio of 2:1 may be advantageous in certain situations but this study had none \[[@bib2]\].

The PI assessed the outcome despite being aware of the treatment status introducing an observer bias with unpredictable impact on the odds ratio (underestimation or overestimation). Blinded assessment by the independent observer could avoid this bias \[[@bib3]\].

Randomization did not create balanced groups probably due to small sample size \[[@bib4]\]. The 'scalp cooling" group was younger, and the control group had more patients with hypothyroidism. Age and hypothyroidism are potential confounders \[[@bib5]\]. This author's analysis shows that the proportion of hypothyroid patients are comparable (p = 0.27). The 'age' variable could not be analyzed. Finally, the authors concluded that anthracycline arm had inferior outcome without reporting odds ratio, 95% CI, and p values of the regression model. Authors could have included age in the model to assess confounding. To conclude, the study design and biases reduce the validity and generalizability.
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